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REMARK^ 

In this Amendment, claim 12 has been canceled, without prejudice or disclaimer 
of the subject matter thereof , and claim 8 has been amended to more appropriately 
define Applicant's Invention. 

In the Final Office Action dated April 7, 2003, the Examiner rejected claims 8-9 
and 1 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Kelly et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6.010,074) in view ofYa pet aL (U.S. Patent No. 6,1 1 1 ,506). and further in view of 
Rostokeretai. (U.S. Patent No. 6.373,447), and rejected claim 12 under 35 U.S. C. § 
103(a) as unpatentable over Kelly et al 8 in view ofYapetal. and Rostokeretal and 
further in view of Farmont (U.S. Patent No. 5,498,859). 

In view of the following remarks, Applicant respectfully traverses the Examiner's 
rejections of the claims under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a). 

The Examiner rejected claims 8-9 and 1 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
unpatentable over Kelly et al. in view ofYapetal., and further in view of RostokeretaL 
This rejection is respectfully traversed because a prima facie case of obviousness has 
not been made by the Examiner. To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three 
basic criteria must be met. First, the prior art reference as.modified must teach or 
suggest all the claim elements. Second, there must be some suggestion or motivation, 
either in the reference or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill In 
:he art, to modify the reference or combine the reference teachings. Third, a 
reasonable expectation of success must exist. Moreover, each of these requirements 
must "be found in the prior art. and not be based on applicant's disclosure.' (M.P.E.P. 
:! 143.03 (8 th ed. 2001)). 
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Present claim 8 provides for a wireless information storage device, comprising: a 
coil antenna having a two-dimensional center for transmitting and/or receiving a signal 
via wireless communication and a space therein; a memory arranged in the space of the 
coil antenna for storing information; a control unit that generates information by 
demodulating a signal received via the coil antenna, and generates a signal to be 
transmitted via the coil antenna by modulating information stored in the memory, the 
control unit being arranged in the space of the coil antenna; and a molded case having 
a two-dimensional center including the coil antenna, wherein each coil antenna is 
ocated at a position in the device relatively different from each other when a plurality of 
devices is stacked. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Kelly eta L in view of Yaoetal an d further in 
view of BQStokeretal. do not disclose or suggest at least this claimed combination of 
olements. For example, the references do not disclose or suggest at least a molded 
case having a two-dimensional center including the coil antenna, wherein each coil 
antenna is located at a position in the device relatively different from each other when a 
plurality of devices is stacked. 

In the Final Office Action dated April 7, 2003, the Examiner again admitted that 
either KellejLetai nor YaEetaK teach a device in which each coil antenna is located 
a position in the device relatively different from each other when a plurality of devices 
stacked. In recognizing the shortcomings of these two references, the Examiner is 
correct. Accordingly, Yap^taL, either alone or in combination with Kelly etal. . do not 
disclose, teach, or suggest at least a molded case having a two-dimensional center 
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including the coil antenna, wherein each coil antenna is located at a position in the 
device relatively different from each other when a plurality of devices is stacked. 

The Examiner also explained that the Rostoker et al. reference was introduced to 
overcome the deficiencies of Kelly et al, and Yap et al. Rostoker etal however, are 
not sufficient to overcome the aforementioned deficiencies of KeJy^taL and Yap et al. 
Rostoker etal. disclose a system in which an IC chip may include multiple antennas 
(col. 8, line 66 - col. 9, line 12). For example, a first antenna may be disposed within 
one portion of the IC chip, and a second antenna may be disposed within another 
portion of the iC chip (col. 9, lines 1MB). This embodiment of Rostoker »t ». howeve r, 
does not disclose that the antennas are located at a position in the IC chip relatively 
different from each other when a plurality of IC chips is stacked as claimed. This 
ombodiment shows antennas within one device. The various chip portions disclosed by 
.Rostoker et al. are not on different levels. 



Another embodiment disclosed by Rostoker etal shows that multiple antennas 
rhay be disposed in two different vertical planes on a single IC chip (col. 10, lines 9-15; 
F IGS. 7 A and 7B). These antennas, however, are concentric with each other (FIGS. 7A 
and 7B; col. 10, lines 36-46). As such, this embodiment of Rp^tplseietaL does not 
isclose that the antennas are located at a position in a device relatively different from 
ejach other when a plurality devices is stacked as claimed. 

n the Fina! Office Action dated April 7, 2003, the Examiner argued that Rostoker 



et ah show antennas disposed in different portions at column 9. lines 19-35 and in 
R 3 ure 6 (Office Action, page 3). The Examiner also alleged that Rostoker .t,, provide 
evidence that the different portion could be different layers at column 10, lines 1-46 and 
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in Figures 7 and 8. The Examiner, however, seems to ignore that one embodiment 
shows that antennas can be disposed in different portions, and a completely separate 
embodiment shows that two antennas can be disposed In different vertical planes. 
Fkjures 7A and 7B of the Bostokeretal. reference ere drawn to the aforementioned 
separate embodiment and demonstrate that the antennas are concentric with each 
other (see also. Bojtojsei_gt_al„ col. 10, lines 9-59). There is no suggestion or 
motivation in any of the references to position Ihe stacked antennas so that they are not 
concentric with each other. The Examiner points to the concept of disposing antennas 
n different portions but does not provide a motivation as to why one of ordinary skill in 
ihe art would take this concept and apply « t0 the aforementioned separate embodiment 

■■fE ostckeretal , No combina «°" - Terences suggests positioning stocked 
smtennas so that they are not concentric wtth each other. 

Accordingly. RojtokereljL, taken either alone or in combination with Kelly etal. 
nd laaetaL, do not disclose, teach, or suggest at least a molded case having a two- 
dimensional center including the coil antenna, wherein each coil antenna is located at a 
position in the device relatively different from each other when a plurality of devices is 

acked. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, Applicant submits that claim 8 is patentable 
ojer Kejlyetai in view of Y^eUL, a „ d furtner in ^ of Roslokflr M „, 
claim 1 1 is an independent claim with recitations similar to those of Caim 8. Applicant 
further submits that claim 11 is patentable over Kelly e. el. ,n view of Yap e, al and 
further in view of B^tokereUL for a, .east the reasons given w«h respect to Calm 8 
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d,«,n gu ish then, , rom Kgj^ and RM)oker ^ g| 

™. a — , alm « under 35 uTTT^;, a 9 ^ 

Appl,can, , as canned da(m 12> rendering , h|9 ground ^ ^ ^ 

^Jiowance of this application. 

If an extension of time under 37CFR sum- 
j , F ' R§ 1,136 16 re ^ jr ^ to obtain entry of this 

Amendment, such extension is requested if th.r* 

37 r _ B e . q Sf6d - ' f there are an V °ther fees due under 

" c,. R . §§ , 18 or ri7 which are not enc(osed herewfthi 

for an extension of time under 37 C F R « i i, ft , 

Dsnne , A ' R - § 1 ' 136 ' p,ease ch ^e such fees to our 

Deposit Account No. 06-091 6. 



Respectfully submitted, 



FINNEGAN, HENDERSON, FARABOW 
GARRETT & DUNNER, LLP 



Da :ed: August 7, 2003 
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